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FETD simply are being passed through, without the addition of pollutants to the receiving water,
there is no basis for regulating the discharge.

B. Copermittees Should Not be Unnecessarily Burdened for Attempting to
Improve Water Quality.

Asa,policymatter,Jbe RegionaL Board should encourage-the-useofFETDs, -as-weHasother~" 
regional BMPs, as a tool in improving water quality. As noted in the County's previous
comments, Copermittees have constructed FETDs as part of a comprehensive set of measures
to address water quality impairments along beaches in Southern Orange County, specifically,
impairments due to fecal indicator bacteria. With the help of State Board administered Clean
Beach Initiative funding, FETDs have enabled a number of Copermittees to request 303(d) de
listing for fecal indicator bacteria for Orange County's beaches. Copermittees currently monitor
these FETDsas part of their existing and comprehensive environmental monitoring program.
Notwirthstanding the success of the FETDs, the December 2007 Order would impose
burdensome and unnecessary monitoring obligations on the facility's operator.2 Moreover, to
the extent a FETD is a form of regional BMP used to reduce the discharge of pollutants from the
MS4. the current MS4 permit already addresses such BMPs through the iterative process; there
is no need for separate FETD-specmc requirements. Similarly, to the extent a FETD is more
accurately considered a "diverted stream flow," there is no need for FETD-specific requirements
because diverted stream flows already are addressed in Section B.2 of the current MS4 permit.

Accordingly, because the proposed FETD requirements dearly exceed the Regional Board's
authority under federal law and would be unnecessarily burdensome and prescriptive, the
County renews its request that the FETD requirements be deleted.

II. The December 2007 Order Imposes Requirements on Copermittees That Go
Beyond Federal Law and Constitute Unfunded State Mandates.

In the preVious drafts of the Tentative Order, Finding E.6 stated that requirements in the Order
that were more explicit than federal regUlations were nonetheless necessary to meet the federal
MEP standard. See, e.g., July 6, 2007 Revised Tentative Order, Finding E.6. This appeared to
the County to be an attempt by Regional Board staff to get around the unfunded state mandate
problem and other$tate law requirements; if the Order imposed state-law requirements, the
Regional Board would have to comply with state-law economic analyses .inadopting the Order
and any state mandates would have to be funded.

In the December 2007 Order, Finding E.6 has been revised. It nowexpliCitty prOVides that, for
no less than five reasons, the Order does not constitute an unfunded mandate. Because the
County disagrees with all five stated reasons, we ask that the Regional Board remove from the
Order aU requirements that go beyond federal taw or, in the alternative, agree that alt such
manda~es will be funded by the State. As an initial matter, we note that the issue of unfunded
state mandates and municipal stormwater permits currently is before the California Commission
on State Mandates. See Commission on State Mandates, Test Claim Nos. 03-TC-04, 03-TC-

Z The County acknowledges that preventing pollution at its source often is preferable to treating pollutants
downstream before they can adversely affect beneficial uses in receiVing waters. However, in a highly
developed region, it may take many decades before real source reduction goals may be achieved. In the
meantime, treatment control BMPs such as FETDs provide a very useful tool for imprOVing water quality
and should be encouraged, not discouraged, by the Regional Board.
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19, and 03-TC-21. We reserve the right to supplement our comments once the Commission
rules on this issue.

A. As Noted in the County's Previo,us Comments, the Order Does Impose
Requirements that Go Beyond Federal Law.

The first reason the December 2007 Fact Sheet gives for why the Order does not constitute an
unfunded mandate is that the Order implements only federally mandated requirements. This is
the same argument made in the prior drafts afthe Order. In the County's previous comments,
we pointed out that, to the extent the Tentative Order imposed requirements that go beyond
what is requited by federal law, the Regional Board is reqUired to consider and address among
other things the constitutional prQhibition on unfunded state mandates. The County provided
examples of at least two provisions or areas where the Tentative Order does, in fact, impose
requirements that go beyond federal law - the Business Plan requirement and requirements
that Copermittees prohibit and/or control discharges into the MS4. The December 2007 Order
and Fact Sheet do not address these areas.3 Instead, the December 2007 Fact Sheet simply
reasserts that the Order only implements federally mandated requirementSl of section
402(p)(3)(B) of the Clean Water Act: (1) to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into
the MS4, (2) to reduce the discharge of pollutants from the MS4 to the maximum extent
pradicable, and (3) to include such other provisions as the State determines appropriate for the
control of such pollutants.

The County agrees that the first two provisions impose federally mandated requirements. The
third provision, however, is not a federal mandate. To the extent it is a separate provision of
CWA Section 402(p)(3)(B),4 it is a discretionary provision; the State may il'l1pose such additional
requirements, but it is not required to do so. See, e.g., Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner, 191
F.3d 1159 (9th Cir. 1999). To the extent the State does impose such discretionary requirements
in the Order, they cannot be said to be federally mandated.

B. The Fact That Industrial Dischargers are More Strictly Regulated Than
Municipal Dischargers is Irrelevant to the Unfunded Mandate Issue.

The second reason the December 2007 Fact Sheet gives for why the Order does not constitute
an unfunded mandate is that the Order regulates discharges of waste from municipal sources
more leniently than the Regional Board could regulate discharges from industrial sources. The
County fails to see how this statutory distinction between the regUlation of muniCipal and
industrial dischargers affects whether the Order imposes requirements on Copermittees that go
beyond federal law and, therefore, must be funded by the State.

C. Coperrnittees Do Not Necessarily Have the Requisite Authority to Levy
Fees to Pay For Compliance With the Order.

3 The December 2007 Fact Sheet does concede that federal law only requires that Copermittees control
the discharge of pollutants in stormwater from the MS4 to the maximum extent practicable, not discharges
into the MS4.

4 The question of whether the "third" provision allows the State discretion to 'impose conditions that go
beyond the MEP standard, or onlythe discretion to impose conditions to achieve the MEP standard, is a
continUing debate. See, e.g., Building Ind. Assn. ofSl:itJ Diego County v. State Water Resources Control
Board, 124 Cal.App.4th 866 (2004).
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The third reason the December 2007 Fact Sheet gives for why the Order does not constitute an
unfunded mandate is that Copermittees have the authority to levy service fees to pay for
compliance wIth the Order. Pursuant to Government Code Section 1T556(d), if a local agency
can levy service fees to pay for a State mandate, the state is not required to provide funding for
the mandate.

In support for this position, the December 2Q07-Fact-Sheetcftesto GotmtyofFresnov.State-of
CaJjfornia, 53 Cal.3d 482 (1991). That case held that Section 17556(d) is facially constitutional
under Article XIIIS, Section 6 of the State Constitution. The dispute in County ofFresno arose
over the implementation ofthe Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Act
("Act"), which required local governments to implement its provisions. The Act, however, also
authorized the local governments to collect fees from hazardous material handlers to cover the
costs the local governments might incur in implementing the Act. County ofFresno, 53 Cal.4th
at 485. Thus, the same legislation that imposed the mandate on the local governments also
authorized them to levy fees to pay fort-he mandated service. In thIs context, the court found
Section 17556{d) facially constitutional.5 It is not clear that Section 17556(d) would withstand a
challenge as applied to the current situation, wheteihe Order imposing the state mandate does
not authorize the Copermittees to levy fees to pay for the mandated service.

Moreover, Gopermittees do not necessarily have the authority to levy service fees to pay for the
State mandate. The December 2007 Fact Sheet presumes, but makes no specific findings, that
Copermittees have the authority to levy such seNiee fees. In fact, to the extent such service
fees are "property-related," Copermittees can only levy them once approved by the affected
property owners or electorate. See California Constitution, Artide XIHD, Section 6{c); Howard
Jarvis Taxpayers Ass'n, v. CityofSaHnas, 98 Cal. App. 4th 1351 (2002). The City of Salinas
case dealt precisely with this issue. The City of Salinas established a fee to recover costs
related to compliance with its.MS4 Permit The fee was based largely on the amount of
impervious area on a. deveioped parcel. The Court heidthat this fee was property-related and,
thUS, subject to voter-approval requirements. 98 Cal. App.. 4th at 1356. Only if the fee was a
use-based charge, directly based on use of city serVices (such as the metered LIse of water),
could the fee avoid the voter-approval Tequirements of Article XIHD. The City ofSalinas'
method to allocate the fee based on the amount of impervious area so as to assure that the fee
charged would be·proportkmal to the burden being placed on the city's storm drain system was
not sufficiently direct to qualify as a use-based fee exempt from the requirements of Article
XUID. 98 Cal. App. 4th at 1355.6

5 The authority to levy fees also was at issue in Conneff v. Santa Margarita Water District, 59 Cal. App.
4th 382 (1998). In that case, as in County of Fresno, there was no question as to whether the local
agency had authority to levy service fees to pay for the increased costs. A provision in the Water Code
provided local water districts the authority to levy fees to pay for the increased costs reSUlting from the
new wastewater regulation at issue.

6 Apartment Assn. of Los. Angeles County, Inc. v. City ofLosAngeles, 24 Cal. 4th 830 (2001), cited in the
December 2007 Fact Sheet, is not to the contrary. That case simply held that a rental inspection fee
imposed on landlords who rent their property is not imposed solely because of property ownership; rather,
it is imposed because the property is being rented. Therefore the fee is exempt from the voter-approval
requirements of Article XII!D. If the rental ceases; the fee ceases, whether or not property ownership
remains in the same hands. 24 Cal. 4th at 838. In the case of stormwater, the need to regulate
stormwater runoff continues regardless of the use of the property. Even if a developed property was
vacant, stormwater would continue to flow into the MS4. While the use of the property may impact the
quality of stormwater runoff, it is the property itself that must be regulated.
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Because stormwater running off of real property and into the MS4 is not capable of precise
measurement, itwOLild be impossible to meet the direct usage requirements of City of Salinas.
Accordingly, without voter approval, Copermittees do not have the authority to levy service fees
to pay for compliance with the Order. Section 1755.6(d), thUS, is not dispositive on the unfund.ed
mandate issue.

D. Copermittee$ Do Not Have aReal Choice.

The fourth reason provided in the December 2007 Fact Sheet for Why the Order does not
constitute an unfunded mandate is that Copermittees chose to apply for coverage under the
Order; they h~ve "voluntarily availed themselves of the permit." December 2007 Fact Sheet,
Section VIII.E., Discussion of Finding E,6., page 73. Thus, according to the Fact Sheet,
Copermittees have not been mandated to do anything. The Fact Sheet suggests that, in lieu of
coverage under the Order, Copermittees could cease all discharges from their MS4s.
Alternatively, instead of a program-based stormwater permit, Copermittees could seek a permit
based on numeric effluent limits. .

The County respectfully disagrees that these suggested alternatives provide Copermittees with
any real choice. A permit based on numeric limits clearly would go beyond what is required by
federal law and trigger even more unfunded mandate issues than the proposed Order. To
cease discharging from their MS4s isirnpossible and, thus, not a real Choice. Accordingly, it is
disingenuous for Regional Board staff to suggest that C.opermittees have voluntarily chosen
coverage und$r the Order and, thus, the Order cannot be considered a state mandate.7

E. The porter Cologne Water Qualily Control Act May Predate Article XIIIB1

Section 6 of the State Constitution But the Mandates ill the Tentative Order
Do Not.

The final reasOn given in the December 2007 Fact Sheet for why the Order does not impose
unfunded mandates also is unpersuasive. Section 6(a)(3) of Article XIUS of the State
Constitution provides that the Legislature does not need to prOVide funding for legislative
mandates enacted prior to January 1, 1975. The Porter"Cologne Water Quality Control Act was
enacted in 1970. However, it is not the 1970 legislation that imposes the mandates at issue
here, it is the proposed Order of the Regional Board, a state agency. Section 6(a) explicitly
requires that the State fund mandates of any state agency.

In sum, because none of the five reasons discussed in the December 2007 Fact Sheet provide
support for the finding that the Order does not constitute an unfunded state mandate, the
CoUntY reneWs its request tharthe·Regiohal· Board· remove frornthe Order all requirements that
go beyond federal law or, in the alternative, provide State funding for all such mandates.

* * * *

7 The stormwater permitting cases cited in the December 2007 Fact Sheet do not support Regional Board
staff's position. Both cases address the issue of "choice" in the context of Tenth Amendment challenges,
not unfunded state mandate challenges. The issue in these Tenth Amendment decisions is whether the
available choices all similarly require the permittees to regulate third parties. See City of Abilene v. U.S.
EPA, 325 F.3d 657 (5th Cir. 20'03)and Environmental Defe.l7se Center, Inc. v. United States
Environmental Protection Agency, 344 F.3d 832 (9th Cir. 2003).
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Thank you for your attention to the County's concerns with the December 2007 Order. As
mentioned previously, we appreciate the effort you and your staff have devoted to the
development of the fourth4erm MS4 permit for the Orange County Program. We look forward to
discussing the Order with you and with Regional Board members at the public hearing on
February 13, 2008.

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. Please contact me directly if you have any
questions. For technical questions, please contact Chris Crompton at (714)834-6662 or Richard
Boon at (714)973-3168. i

~eIYl"',·)C' r'
/ 'I /(( --ff. -rL p.,:v-
"l\ifary Anne SkorpanibR! Director

Watershed & Coastal Resources Division

AttachmentA: Letter of April 4, 2007
Attachment B: Letter of August 22,2007

, cc: Technical Advisory Committee
Permittees

\
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ORANGE COUNTY

PublicWorks
Our Community. OUi Commitment.

Bryan Speegle, Director
Environmental Resources

2301 N. Glassell St.
Orange, CA 92865

Telephone: (714) 955-0600
Fax: (714) 955-0639

May 15,2009

By E-mail and U.S. Mail

John Robertus
Executive Officer
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100
San Diego, CA 92123-4340

Subject: Comment Letter, Tentative Order No. R9-2009-0002 NPDES No. CAS010S740

Dear~
We are in receipt of the March 13, 2009, Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of
Runoff from the Municipal Separate. Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) Draining the Watershed of
the County of Orange, the Incorporated Cities. of Orange County, and the Orange County Flood
Control District within the San Diego Region, Tentatlve Order No. R9-2009-0002, NPDES No.
CAS0108740. The County of Orange as Principal Permittee welcomes the opportunity to
provide comments on the San Dieg.oRegional Water Qual.ity Control Board's Tentative Order as
prepared and distributed by Regional Board staff. When adopted, the Tentative Order will be
the fourth term MS4 permit for South Orange County. The Perrnittees were involved in the
development of these comments and the cities of Aliso Viejo, Dana Point, Laguna Hills, Laguna
Niguel, Laguna Woods, Lake Forest, MissionVieJo, Rancho Santa Margarita,. San Clemente,
and San Juan Capistrano have directed that they be recognized as concurring entities.
Additiona! comments may be submitted up to the close of the public comment period.

In February 2008 the Permittees were broadly supportive of the previous version of the
Tentative Order (R9-2008-0001)exce~ptfor provisions that were deemed problematic to the
continued use. of regional treatment controls for public health protection. At the same time
USEPA was critical ofa perCeived absence of measureablegoals in R9-2008-0001 and the
Tentative Order was withdraWn. From February 2008 until March 2009 staff provided no
information regarding the status of the permit. Consequently, the Permittees were surprised
when they received thesubstantiaHy revised current·draft of the Tentative Order.

Subsequent meetings with your staff have been very helpful and a number of our concerns
appear to have been resolved. However, while we certainly hope to continue meeting with your
staff, it is now apparent that there are fundamental differences in opinion between our
respective agencies regarding the requirements for a fourth term permit across a significant
number of key programmatic areas.
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Our overarching concerns with the Tentative Order are presented as Genera! Comments in this
letter. Our specific comments and concerns pertaining to the legal and policy, technical, and
monitoring and reporting provisions of the Tentative Order are presented in the following
Attachments:

• Attachment A presents initial comments on our main legal and policy issues.
• Attachment B presents initial technical comments and suggested language on specific

requirements contained within the Tentative Order.
• Attachment C includes initial comments on the Monitoring and Reporting Program.

GENERAL COMMENTS

I. Permitting ConsIstency

Last February, the Permittees took from your closing remarks a commitment that your staff
would look at consistency with existing and draft MS4 permits, inclUding thQse from the
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) for the Santa Ana and Los Angeles regions.
At the same time, USEPA also expressed an interest in seeing greater permitting consistency
betwee.n RWQCBs. More recently, the final report of the Little Hoover Commission identified
the lack of consistency between RWQCBs as a critical area of concern with respect to the ability
of the State to deliver on its water quality protection mandates. It is also a key issue for the
Orange County Stormwater Program which is subject to the jurisdi.ction of two RWQCBs.

Nonetheless,and in spite of previous assurances and concerns, the March 13, 2009 Tentative
Order is fundamentally different rromthe current draft MS4 permitfor North Orange County
(Tentative Order R8-2009-0030)in many key programmatic areas. While your staff has
acknowledged that they will likely incorporate the North Orange Oounty permit's land
development provisions, they are reluctant to eliminate other areas ofinconsi$tency. This
disinclination erodes the credibility of the regulatqry framework for stormwater in California and
serves to confound the ability of local government and the regulated community to effectively
address a key environmental mandate at a time of unprecedented fiscal constraint It is
therefore necessary for us to continue to seek revisions to the Tentative Order supportive of a
cohesive and cogent alignment of the North and South County permits on the basis that
consistency is important to the credibility of our respective efforts to manage urban runoff and is
vital to sustaining the obvious cost effectiveness ofa single and coordinated Countywide
program in Orange County_

II. Action Levels vs. Effluent Limits

The Permittees' concerns with the imposition of Municipal Action levels (MALs) and Numeric
Effluent Limits (NELs) have been presented to your staff. The Permitees' fundamental concern
is that the method of application is Clearly inconsistent with the definitive guidance in this area,
specifically the State Wc;lter Board's Blue Ribbon panel report on the feasibility of numeric
effluent limits. In June 2006, this panel concluded that it is not feasible at this time to set
numeric effluent criteria for municipal BMPs and in particular urban discharges. In 2009, this
conclusion continues to be the pUblished position of USEPA on this issue.

Clearly, both the RWQGBs and the Permittees have a keen interest in being able to
demonstrate and report the effectiveness of their stm"mwaterprotecticm and management
efforts. However, this effort by your staff to include MALs as the basis for compliance with the
MEP standard in the permit is inappropriate on both technical and legal grounds. likeWise, the
water quality based NELs established for non-stormwater discharg.es are legally and regulatorily
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unsupported. Nonetheless, we recognize the value of action levels and will continue to seek
provisions that support the better application of pUblished guidance on program effectiveness
assessment including the development and application of benchmarks. Indeed, the Permittees
commend the Dry Weather Reconnaissance Program to you as the model application of water
quality benchmarks in a manner entirely consistent with the recommendations of the Blue
Ribbon Panel.

III. Increasing Administrative Burden

At the inception of the Stormwater Program, the County of Orange, as Principal Permittee, and
the Permittees deveJopeda Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP) to serve as the principal
policy and programmatic guidance document for the Program. Since 1993, the DAMP has been
modified through an adaptive management process to reflect the needs of the Permittees,
ensure Permittee accountability, and deliver positive water quality and environmental outcomes~
The DAMP now provides definitive guidance to each Permittee in the development of its Local
Implementation Plan (LIP) which specifically describes how the Program will be implemented on
a city/jurisdiction basis, It also includes Watershed Action Plans (WAFs) for each of the six
South Orange County watersheds targeting pathogen indicator ba.cteria.

Concurrently, the annual progress report has been developed into·asystematic assessment of
program effectiveness at jurisdictional, watershed and countywide levels of resolution, using
program effectiveness assessment guidance from the Califotnia Stormwater Quality Association
(CASQA) and a comprehensive environmental quality dataset Nevertheless, the Tentative
Order seeKs to impose additional planning requirements ind.uding jurIsdictional workplans, a
business plan and additional planning efforts that might be triggered by exceedances of a water
quality action level. The Permittees believe that strategically adjusting the existing planning
processes, rather than simply creating additional pl.anning requirements, should be the basis of
the Tentative Order's programmatic requirements. Such an approach also offers the additional
potential benefit of identifying opportunities to reduce rather than increase the administrative
burden of the Program for both the RWQCB and for the Permiftees,-.

IV. Extending the· Regulatory Reac.hof Local Jurisdictions

.. In the most recent Annual Report, the Permittees noted that over 30,000 industrial and
commercia! facilities in Orange County were subject to inspection for compliance with local
water quality ordinances. Nonetheless, the Tentative Order includes new requirements that
arbitrarily establish municipal responsibility for sanitary sewer collection systems that already
are SUbject to separate State regulation. It also mandates the annual inspection of treatment
controls in completed land development and re-development projects and, more prescriptively,
tums the attention of the Permittees toward residences and mobile businesses. Moreover,
these new requirements create significant resource implications for dties.

With land development projects, the installation and subsequent maintenance of treatment
controls certainly needs to be verified. However, self certification is already a verification
mechanism being used by Permittees and it and other third party verification mechanisms
shOUld not be precluded by the Tentative Order in exclusive favor of Permittee inspection. The
current opportunity to strategically re-consider the use of inspection resources should be used
to target and focus these activities rather than simply expand their scope. Furthermore, given
the current state of the economy, the Permittees. like a.ll municipalities, are facing shrinking
budgets. Consequently the RWQCB should give great weight to the best use of limited
resources in achieving water quality objectives.
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The prescribed prohibition on irrigation runoff also needs to be very carefully ccmsidered.
Project Pollution Prevention, the publiC education and outreachinitiative of the Program, is
already targeting overwatering as a residential pra'ctice of concern. Moreover, the effectiveness
of the overall public education effort has been, valid.ated by public opinion surveys that show
incrementa/and statistically significant increases in public awareness of stormwater issues, as
well as positive changes in protective behaviors. In light of this progress, implementation of the
prohibition would risk eroding general public support for a Program that is successfully fostering
a stewardship ethic in residential environments. There is also concern that the provision would
force the expenditure of scarce resources on an issue that is already being addressed by water
districts dealing with water conservation imperatives.

The last area of prescribed new regulatory oversight is mObile businesses. The Permittees
have already producecl educational materials for these businesses, cooperatively developed
wash water disposal options with Orange County'ssewering agencies, and coordinated on
enforcement. The further required regUlation of these businesses isa potentially resource
intensive undertaking that currently appears to lack a strong technical rationale.

V. Creating a New Basis for the Land Development Requirements of the Order.

In February 2008: there was a considerable amount of discussion on the issue of a performance
standard for low impact development (LID). Since that time, LID has become the defining issue
of fourth term MS4 permits in California. Indeed, at the end of 2008 a stakeholder group
convened to look specifically at this issue. Comprising regulatory agency, local govemmerit,
environ"mental advocacy group and development industry representation, this group was initially
able to identify a number afearly general areas of agreement.

1. Performance standards for implementing LID BMPs other than an Effective
Impervious Area (EIA) percentage (3..5%) a,re acceptable if a technically equivalent
standard cah be identified.

2. SiZing LID BMPs to capture the 85th percentile storm event (current DAMP criteria for
water quality volume) i.s an acceptable alternative to E1A as a peiformance standard
provided that technically-based, strict, and clear feasibility criteria are developed for any
project that cannot meet the LID BMP requiremeryts. '

3. Prioritized LlD/SUSMP BMPs for water quality volume capture are represented by: a)
infiltration BMPs; b) harvesting and reUse BMPs; c) vegetated (or evapotranspiration)
BMPs inclUding bioretention and biofiftration. Water quality volume not captured by LID
BMPsshalibetreated cbnsisteMtWith DAMP reqt.Jir·emeMts . .. .. . .

The County endorsed these areas of agreement in a letter of February 13, 2009, to the
Executive Officer of the Santa Ana RWQCB and continues to believe they should represent the
basis of a fourth term permit's land development provisions.

More recently the County provided the Santa Ana RWQCBwith a more detailed conception of a
framework for land development. It predicates permit compliance on management of the 85th

percentile storm volume, presumes the application of LID BMPs based upon a prioritized
consideration of infiltration, oapture and re-use, evapotranspiration, and bio-retention/bio
filtration, and requires treatment of residual runoff volumes for which the application of LID
BMPs has been determined to be infea.sible at site, sub-regional and regional scales. The
framework also integrates options for water quality credits and provides for alternate compliance
approaches including participation in a watershed project and contributions to an "in-lieu" fund.
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It also explicitly recognizes bio-retention/bio-filtration BMPs as LID BMPs and the continued and
entirely legitimate contribution of effective structural BMPs such as constructed wetlands and
detention ponds to the practice of stormwater quality management.

The Permittees beHeve that it is imperative that there be a uniform countywide development
standard for water quality protection. Consequently, the framework language that is currently

... beingsupportedbybothlhe NorthOran-g-e County-Pefriiifteesancfsti:lff6fthe Si:lntaAha··
Regional Board should be the starting point for discussion with respect to the subject Tentative
Order.

VI. Technical Justification

In advance of preparing the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) the Permittees undertook a
detailed program assessment drawing upon prior annual report findings, a comprehensive
environmental quality database, audit findings, facilitated workShops, and the CASQA Program
Effectiveness Guidance. This assessment provided a strong technical basis for the further
improvements to the Ot<)lnge County Stormwater Program recommended in the ROWD. These
improvements have been subsequently validated in later annual progress reports. These
informational resources and,. in particular, the environmental quality database, have been
compiled at great expense and provide unique and site specifi.c information on the state of
Orange County's surface waters and the performance of the Orange County Stormwater
Program. To the extent that the Tentative Order prescribes requirements supplemental to the
ROWD recommendations they need to be explicItly supported by a strong technical justification
that is developed from the information that has been compiled over the last 18 years by the
Permittees. New requirements also need to be consistent with the federal storrnwater
regulations and within the scope of the Clean Water Act.

In conclusion, while we recognize that there may be fundamental differences in opinion between
our organizations as to how the fourth term permit should be structured, weappre:ciate the effort
that your staff has devoted to the development of the fourth term permit for the Orange County
Stormwater Program. We look forward to continuing to meet with your steff to try to resolve the
Permittees' concerns regarding the Tentative Order to ensure that it meets qur mutual goals.

Thank you for your attention to our comments. Please contact Richard Boon at (714) 955-0670
or Chris Crompton at (714) 955-0630 with any questions on this matter.

Sincerely,

~/r/,v<__

Mary Anne Skorpanich
Director, OC Watersheds Program

Attachment A: County of Orange Legal Comments
Attachment B: County of Orange Technical Comments
Attachment C: County of Orange Monitoring & Reporting Program Comments

cc: City Permittees
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Tentative Order No.R9-2009-0002
May 15,2009

Attachment A

ORANGE COUNTY LEGAL COMMENTS ON
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

SAN DIEGO REGION
TENTATIVE ORDER No. R9·2009·0002

NPDES NO. CAS0108740

INTRODUCTION

This Attachment A contains the principal legal comments of the County of Orange (the "County")
on Tentative Order No. R9-2009-0002 dated March 13,2009 ("Tentative Order"). Although the
Supplemental Fact Sheet dated April 15, 2009 is referenced in this attachment, the County has
not attempted, at this time, to provide detailed legal comments on the Fact Sheet. The County
reserves the right to provide additional legal comments, on both the Tentative Order and Fact
Sheet, before the close of public comment.

Staff for the Regional Board has circulated several tentative updates to the Tentative Order,
most recently on May 5th. However, in the M\3Y 5th update, staff emphasized that the changes
were only proposed and draft. Accordingly, while the County generally is supportive of the
changes made in the tentative updates, the County's comments are limited to the public"release
draft of the Tentative Order dated March 13,2009.

The County incorporates by reference its written comments on the prior versions of the
Tentative Order (Nos. R9-2007-0002 and R9-2008-0001) to the extent they have not been
addressed by the current version (No. R9-2009-0002).

PRIMARY LEGAL COMMENTS

I. Contrary To Establish~d Federal Law, the Tentative Order WOuld Require
Permittees to Meet Numeric ·Effluent Limits for Discharges from the MS4

A. Basing Permit Compliance on Municipal Action Levels is Inconsistent with
Federal and State Guidance and Not Required by the Clean Water Act

The March 13,2009 draft of the Tentative Order imposes on Permittees for the first time the
concept of "Municipal Action Levels" or "MALs." Beginning in the fourth year after adoption of
the permit, discharges from the MS4 that exceed the MALs (which are numeric concentration
levels for designated pollutants) would give rise to a presumption that the Permittee was not
complying with the MEP standard. In other words, the Permittee would be presumed to be in
violation of the permit. The County objects to this significant new requirement for several
reasons.

1. As Proposed, the Municipal Action Levels for Discharges from the MS4
Could Be Considered Numeric Effluent Limits Not Required by Federal
Law

First, to the extent the MALs are considered numeric effluent limitations, they are not required
by the Clean Water Act. The Clean Water Act defines "effluent limitation" as "any restriction
established by a State or [the U.S. EPA] on quantities, rates, and concentrations of chemical,
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physical, biological, and other constituents which are discharged from point sources ... " CWA §
502; 33 U.S.C. § 1362(11). The proposed MALs meet this definition. Because an exceedance
of a MAL may result in a permit violation, the MALs represent a restriction on concentrations of
designated constituents discharged from the MS4. Because they are expressed numerically
ratherthan through narrative, they would be considered numeric effluent limitations.

""" """

The Clean Water Act does not require that MS4 permits include numeric effluent limitations.
Instead, MS4 permits "shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the
maximum extent practicable, including management practices, control techniques and system,
design and engineering methods... " CWA § 402(p)(3)(B)(iii); 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). In
other words, discharges from the MS4 must meet the so-called "MEP" standard. Unlike other
technology-based standards, the MEP standard is not defined in the Clean Water Act or in
federal regulations. It is intended to be flexible, to allow the development of site-specific permit
conditions based on the best professional judgment of the permit writer. See, e.g., 55 Fed. Reg.
47989, 48038 (Nov. 16, 1990); 64 Fed. Reg. 68721, 68754 (Dec. 8, 1999); U.S. EPA Region IX,
Storm Water Phase I MS4 Permitting: Writing More Effective, Measurable Permits (February
2003).

The Clean Water Act also provides that MS4 permits include "other provisions as [U.S. EPA] or
the State determines appropriate for the control of [] pollutants" discharged from the MS4.
CWA § 402(p)(3)(B)(iii); 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). Case law has interpreted this language
to allow, but not require, U.S. EPA or a State to impose requirements in MS4 permits that go
beyond the MEP standard, such as numeric effluent limits. See, e.g., Defenders of Wildlife v.
Browner, 191 F.3d 1159, 1166-67 (9th Cir. 1999); Building Industry Association of San Diego
Countyv. State Water Resources Control Board, 124Cal.AppAth 866, 885-86 (2005). In other
words, the MEP standard is the statutory floor for MS4 permits. MS4 permits must require that
discharges from the MS4 meet the MEP standard. The Clean Water Act allows, but does not
require, MS4 permits to include requirements more stringent than the MEP standard.
Therefore, to the extent the MALs are conSidered numeric effluent limitations, more stringent
than what is required by the MEP standard, they are not required by the Clean Water Act.

2. Defining MEP in Terms of the MALs is Inconsistent with Established State
and Federal Guidance.

To the extent the MALs are defining MEP rather than imposing requirements that go beyond
MEP, they also are inappropriate. As proposed, the Tentative Order provides that if a discharge
exceeds aMAL, it will be presumed that the Permittee has not met the MEP standard. In other
words, at a minimum, the MAL for a given pollutant represents MEP. This is inconsistent with
federal and state guidance on the MEP standard.

As discussed above, the MEP standard is not defined by the Clean Water Act or by U.S. EPA.
After its initial experience with the MEP standard as implemented through the Phase I MS4
permits, U.S. EPA provided additional guidance as to the standard in the preamble to its Phase
II regulations for small MS4s:

EPA has intentionally not provided a precise definition of MEP to
allow maximum flexibility in MS4 permitting. MS4s need the
flexibility to optimize reductions in storm water pollutants on a
location-by-Iocation basis. EPA envisions that this evaluative
process will consider such factors as conditions of receiving
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waters, specific local concerns, and other aspects included in a
comprehensive watershed plan. Other factors may include MS4
size, climate, implementation schedules, current ability to finance
the program, beneficial uses of receiving water, hydrology,
geology, and capacity to perform operation and maintenance.

The pollutant reductions that represent MEP may be differenUor
each small MS4, given the unique local hydrologic and geologic
concerns that may exist and the differing possible pollutant control
strategies. • ..

EPA envisions application of the MEP standard as an iterative
process. MEP should continually adapt to current conditions and
BMP effectiveness and should strive to attain water quality
standards. Successive iterations of the mix of BMPs and
measurable goals will be driven by the objective of assuring
maintenance of water quality standards.

64 Fed. Reg. at p. 68754.

Similarly, the State Water Board has not defined the MEP standard. However, it too has
provided guidance that emphasizes the flexible nature of the standard:

If, from [a] list of BMPs, a permittee chooses only a few of the
least expensive methods, it is likely that MEP has not been met.
On the other hand, if a permittee employs all applicable BMPs
except those where it can show that they are not technically
feasible in the locality, or whose cost would exceed any benefit to
be derived, it would have met the standard. MEP requires
permittees to choose effective BM Ps, and to reject applicable
BMPs only where other effective BMPs will serve the same
purpose, the BMPs would not be technically feasible, or the cost
would be prohibitive.

State Water Board Order WQ 2000-11 at p. 20.

In light of this state and federal guidance, it is inappropriate for the Tentative Order to attempt to
define MEP for a given pollutant with a numeric concentration, Le., a MAL.

For the above reasons, the County requests that Section D be removed from the next draft of
the Tentative Order.

B. The Proposed Numeric Effiuent Limits For Discharges of Non-Stormwater
From The MS4 Are Not Supported By Federal Law.

1. The Clean Water Act Requires That MS4 Permits Include Requirements
To "Effectively Prohibit" Discharges Of Non-Storm Water Into The MS4
And Controls To Reduce The Discharge Of Pollutants From The MS4 To
The Maximum Extent Practicable; The Act Does Not Require ThatNon-
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Stormwater Discharges From The MS4 Meet Numeric Effluent
Limitations.

The Tentative Order would explicitly impose numeric effluent limits (NELs) on discharges from
MS4s. Section C incorporates NELs for non-stormwater dry weather discharges into receiving
waters.· .The-Tentative-Order provides··ntflegal aUtl16rifylotimpo-singfliiSi1ewandsighificanf .....
requirement. The Supplemental Fact Sheet simply states that because Permittees' past efforts
at controlling pollutants in non-stormwater discharges have been ineffective, NELs on those
pollutants are necessary. To the extent there is legal authority for imposing NELs on non
stormwater discharges from the MS4, it is not found in the Clean Water Act.

The Clean Water Act very clearly defines the discharge requirements for permits for discharges
from municipal storm sewers (i.e., MS4s permits). Such permits may be issued on a system or
jurisdiction-wide basis, must include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-stormwater
discharges into the storm sewer, and must require controls to reduce the discharge of
pollutants from the storm sewer to the maximum extent practicable. CWA § 402(p)(3)(B); 33
U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B). It is the discharge of pollutants from the MS4, regardless of whether
they are in stormwater or non-stormwater, which must be reduced to the maximum extent
practicable. Section 402(p) ofthe Clean Water Act does not distinguish between wet weather
and dry weather discharges. Thus the Clean Water Act does not require or provide authority for
imposing NELs on the discharge of non-stormwater from MS4s.

2. The Federal Stormwater Regulations Implementthe Clean Water Act's
"Effective Prohibition" Requirement.

Nor do the federal stormwater regulations impose separate requirements on discharges of non
stormwater from the MS4. Instead, tracking the Clean Water Act language, the federal
regulations and preamble impose specific requirements as to how Permittees are to address
non-stormwater discharges into the MS4 (i.e., "effectively prohibited"). The regulations use the
term "illicit discharge," which means any discharge to the MS4that is not composed entirely of
stormwater,except discharges pursuant to a separate NPDES permit and discharges resulting
from fire fighting activities. 40 C.F;R. § 122.26(b)(2). Permittees must have a program to .
prevent illicit discharges into the MS4. 46 C.F.R. § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(1). The regulations also
require Permittees to address "improper disposal" into the MS4 of used oil and toxic materials
through educational activities on the proper management and disposal of these materials. 40
C.F.R. § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(6).

U.S. EPA (and presumably Congress) was very aware of the problem that discharges of non
stormwater into the MS4 could create. However, rather than imposing on MS4 owners and
operators (e.g., Permittees) numeric limits on the discharge of non-stormwater from the MS4,
the federal scheme requires that the o"'{ners/operators of such non-stormwater discharges
obtain NPDES permits to discharge into the MS4. Permits for such discharges must meet
applicable technology-based and water-quality based requirements of the Clean Water Act. By
comparison, as part of the MEP standard applicable to discharges of all pollutants from the MS4
(regardless of whether in stormwater or non-stormwater), the owner/operator of the MS4 must
develop a program to prevent illicit discharges into the MS4.

The Supplemental Fact Sheet suggests that 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(k) somehow requires the
imposition in MS4 permits of NELs for the discharge of non-stormwater from the MS4. That is
not correct. As discussed above, the only standard applicable to discharges from an MS4 is the
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Clean Water Act-mandated MEP standard. Section 122.44(k) simply provides that BMPs are to
be included in NPDES permits generally when authorized under Clean Water Act section 402(p)
or when NELs are infeasible. It says nothing about requiring NELs in MS4 permits .

. 3. Non-Stormwater Discharges Into The MS4 May Be Controlled By
Separate NPDES Permits For The Discharger Of The Non-Stormwater.

To the extent discharges of non-stormwater into the MS4 are permitted under separate NPDES
permits, the Permittees likely haVe no control over the pollutants, or pollutant concentrations,
discharged from the MS4. Depending on the terms of the non-stormwater NPDES permits, the
discharge from the MS4 mayor may not meet the proposed effluent limits in Section C of the
Tentative Order. Permittees cannot be held strictly responsible for meeting numeric limits when
they have no control over such discharges.

For the above reasons, the County requests that Section C be removed from the next draft of
the Tentative Order.

II. The Tentative Order's Retrofit Requirements Are Onerous, Impracticable and Not
Supported by Law.

Section F.3.d of the Tentative Order imposes a new mandate on Permittees to retrofit existing
development. Permittees are required under this new provision to do everything short of solving
world hunger: As proposed in the Tentative Order, each Permittee must implement a retrofitting
program that:

• meets the requirements of Section F.3.d,

• solves chronic flooding problems,

• reduces impacts from hydromodification,

• incorporates LID,

• supports stream restoration,

• systematically reduces downstream channel erosion,

• reduces the discharges of stormwater pollutants from the MS4 to the MEP, and

• prevents discharges from the MS4 from causing or contributing to a violation of water
quality standards.

T.O. Section F.3.d. As drafted, Permittees could meeHhe new retrofitting requirements of
Section F.3.d and still be in violation of the Order if, among other things, they didn't also solve
chronic flooding problems.

Aside from the breadth of the new requirements, the County objects to the retrofit provision to
the extent it would be impracticable and incredibly onerous (if possible at all) to implement and
is not reqUired by the Clean Water Act. To the extent such a provision is appropriate in an MS4
permit, it must be clear that Permittees may have no means of compelling private property
owners to retrofit their existing developments.1 Proposed section F.3.d.(3), which says that

1 The Silpplemental Fact Sheet says that retrofitting existing development is ''practicable'' for a permittee but does
not say how.
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Permittees "must" require select developments to implement retrofitting activities, and section
F.3.d.(4), which talks about "requiring retrofitting on existing development," should be revised
accordingly. And since Permittees cannot force owners to retrofit their developments, it makes
little sense to require Permittees to identify existing developments that are sources of pollutants
and then evaluate and rank them to prioritize retrofitting as sections F.3.d(1) and (2) would do.

Without legal support for the retrofitting requirement and unless the requirement is substantially
revised to reflect that it would be largely a voluntary program, the County requests that Section
F.3.d be removed from the next draft of the Tentative Order. ..

III. While The Federal Regulations May Not Define "Urban Runoff," The History Of The
Federal Storm Water Regulations Makes Clear That It Is Urban Runoff, Not All
Runoff, That Is The Problem To Be Addressed; The Tentative Order's Proposal To
Strike "Urban" From "Urban Runoff" Will Only Lead To Confusion Without Any
Benefit To Water Quality.

Without explanation, the Tentative Order universally deletes the word "urban" from everywhere
it formerly modified the word "runoff' (and sometimes the term "Stormwater"). Thus
Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Plans (JURMPs) are now simply Jurisdictional Runoff
Management Plans (JRMPs). The Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan or SUSMP is
now just the Standard Stormwater Mitigation Plan or SSMP. Staff has indicated that this
universal change was intended to clarify that Permittees are responsible not just for urban runoff
that is discharged from their MS4s, but all runoff.

Even if "urban runoff' is not defined in the Clean Water Act or federal stormwater regulations, it
is clear that it is urban runoff that is the problem the federal regulations seek to address.
Stormwater runoff from natural, undeveloped land generally does not create water quality
problems.

Regulation of stormwater has always focused on urban runoff. After the 1972 amendments to
. the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (aka the Clean Water Act) began regulating point

source discharges of industrial process wastewater and municipal sewage, "it became evident
that more diffuse sources (occurring over a wide area) of water pollution, such as agricultural
and urban runoff were also major causes of water quality problems." 55 Fed. Reg. at p. 47991.
Because agricultural stormwater discharges are statutorily exempt from the NPDES program,
the focus turned to urban runoff. Id. "[I]t is the intent of EPA that [stormwater] management
plans and other components of the programs focus on the urbanized and developing areas of
the county." Id. at p. 48041.

This emphasis on urban runoff is reflected in the foreword to the 1982 Final Report of EPA's
Nationwide Urban Runoff Program (NURP):

The possible deleterious water quality effects of nonpoint sources
in general, and urban runoff in particular, were recognized by the
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972. Because of
uncertainties about the true significance of urban runoff as a
contributor to receiving water quality problems, Congress made
treatment of separate stormwater discharges ineligible for Federal
funding when it enacted the Clean Water Act in 1977. To obtain
information that would help resolve these uncertainties, the
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Agency established the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program
(NURP) in 1978. This five year program was designed to examine
such issues as:

The quality characteristics of urban runoff, and similarities
or differences at different urban locations;

The extent to which urban runoff is a significant contributor
to water quality problems across the nation; and

The performance characteristics and the overall
effectiveness and utility of management practices for the
control of pollutant loads from urban runoff.

NURP Report at p. iii. According to the NURP Report, as early as 1964 the federal government
had become concerned about identified pollutants in urban runoff and concluded that there may
be significant water quality problems associated with stormwater runoff. NURP Report at p. 2-1.

The focus on urban runoff also is reflected in U.S. EPA's website where, on its NPDES
Stormwater FAQ page, U.S. EPA states that the "NPDES stormwater permit regulations,
promulgated by EPA, cover the folloWing classes of stormwater discharges on a nationwide
basis: .

• Operators of MS4s located in "urbanized areas" as
delineated by the Bureau of the Census,

• Industrial facilities in any of the 11 categories that
discharge to an MS4 or to waters of the United States; all
categories of industrial activity (except construction) may
certify to a condition of "no exposure" if their industrial
materials and operations are not exposed to stormwater,
thus eliminating the need to obtain stormwater permit
coverage,

• Operators of construction activity that disturbs 1 or more
acres of land; construction sites less than 1 acre are
covered if part of a larger plan of development.

See U.S. EPA's web page at http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/faqs.cfm?program_id=6#302
(emphasis added).

Finally, the urban runoff focus also is reflected in the San Diego Board's own Basin Plan which
discusses the problem of stormwater runoff in terms of urbanization and cites to the NURP
report. See Basin Plan at pp. 4-78 &79.

Because the focus of stormwater regulation is urban runoff and because the Tentative Order
provides no compelling reason to remove the term "urban" from the permit (e.g., improved
water quality), the County requests that the term be restored in the next draft ·of the Tentative
Order.
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IV. To The Extent "FETDs" Discharge Non-Stormwater To MS4s, It Would Be
Appropriate To Regulate Such Discharges In An MS4 Permit; To The Extent The
Discharge From A FETD Is Not A [Significant] Source Of Pollutants To Waters Of
The U.S., Permittees Would Not Be Required To Effectively Prohibit The
Discharge.

The previous drafts of the Tentative Order proposed to regulate so-called FETDs - Facilities
that Extract, Treat and Discharge to waters of the U.S. The current draft of the Tentative Order
mentions these so-called FETDs but does not regulate them.£ To the extent such facilities
discharge non-stormwater to the MS4, the County believes it is appropriate to regulate them as
a category of non-stormwater discharges in Section 8. of the Order. Under Section B, to the
extent the discharge from a FETD is not a significant source of pollutants to waters of the U.S.,
Permittees would not be required to effectively prohibit the discharge.

The following language, from the Santa Ana Regional Board's current draft North County MS4
permit, could be added as Section 8.5 of the Tentative Order:

5. Permittees shall effectively prohibit discharges from FETDs to the MS4 unless
the following conditions are met:

a. . The discharge must not contain pollutants added by the treatment
process or in greater concentration than in the influent;

b. The discharge must not cause or contribute to downstream erosion;
c. The discharge must be in compliance with Section 404 of the Clean

Water Act; and
d. Permittees conduct monitoring of the FETD discharge in accordance with

the Monitoring and Reporting Program in Attachment E.

The County requests the above lanf/uage be included in the next draft of the Tentative Order.

V. The Tentative Order's Proposed Elimination OfThree Exempt Non-Storm Water
Discharge Categories Is Inconsistent With Federal Law; Individual Discharges May
Be Regulated On A Case-By-CaseBasis. '

Finding C.14 of the Tentative Order says that the Permittees have identified landscape
irrigation; irrigation water, and lawn water as sources of pollutants to waters of the U.S. These
three categories are exempt non-stormwater discharges under the current permit. Section B.2
of the Tentative Order removes these three categories from the list of exempt non-stormwater
discharge categories. Removing the three categories would be inconsistent with the federal
stormwater regulations.

The federal stormwater regulations include a list of categories of "exempt" non-stormwater
discharges or flows. 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(1). Permittees' illicit discharge and illegal
disposal program must address these discharges or flows when they have been identified by
Permittees as sources of pollutants to waters of the U.S. Id. The preamble to the federal
regulations make clear that the illicit discharge program is meant to implement the Clean Water

1 It is odd that the Tentative Order explicitly states that it does not regulate the discharge from FETDs. IfFETDs
are not to be regulated under the Order, the County suggests deleting finding E.9.
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Act's mandate that stormwater permits include a requirement to effectively prohibit non
stormwater discharge~to the MS4. 55 Fed. Reg. at pp. 48037 and 48055.

The preamble also makes clear that Permittees' illicit discharge program need not prevent
discharges of the "exempt" categories into the MS4 "unless such discharges are specifically
identified on a case-by-case basis as needing to be addressed." 55 Fed. Reg. at 47995. In
other words, individual discharges within exempt categories must be addressed when the
particular discharge is a source of pollutants to waters of the U.S. The federal regulations do
not allow for removing entire categories of exempt non-stormwater discharges. U.S. EPA
confirmed. this case-by-case approach in its Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Part 2 of
the NPOES Permit Applications for Discharges from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems
(November 1992) ("Part 2 Guidance Manual") where it states:

If an applicant knows ... that landscape irrigation water from a
particular site flows through and picks up pesticides or excess
nutrients from fertilizer applications, there may be a reasonable
potential for a storm water discharge to result in a water quality
impact. In Such an event, the applicant should contact the
NPDES permitting authority to request that the authority order the
discharger to the MS4 to obtain a separate NPDES permit (or in
this case, the discharge could be controlled through the storm
water management program of the MS4.)

Part 2 Guidance-Manual at p. 6-33 (emphasis added).

Accordingly, the County,requests thatthe landscape irrigation, irrigation water, and lawn water
non-stormwater categories be restored in the next draft of the Tentative Order.

ADDITIONAL LEGAL COMMENTS
I. Findings

Finding C.1

"Runoff from an MS4" is inaccurate and likely confusing. It would be more accurate to describe
runoff into an MS4 and a discharge from the MS4. The permit should track the language of the
Clean Water Act, which requires that MS4 permits include requirements to effectively prohibit
non-stormwater discharges into the MS4 and to control the discharge of pollutants from the MS4
to the maximum extent practicable.

Finding 0.2

This finding implies that discharges from the MS4 must strictly comply with water quality
standards. That is not correct. The Clean Water Act requires that discharges meet the MEP
standard. See, e.g., Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner, supra, 191F.3d at pp. 1166-67.

Finding 0.1.f

The inaccurate language of this finding, imposing different standards on wet weather and dry
weather discharges, continues throughout the permit. The Clean Water Act does not require
Permittees to reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwaterto the MEP. Rather, the
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requirement is to reduce the discharge of pollutants from the MS4 to the MEP (regardless of
whether the discharge is of wet weather or dry weather flows). Similarly, the federal
requirement is to eliminate illicit discharges into the MS4 (which if accomplished would largely
eliminate dry weather flows from the MS4), not to eliminate pollutants in dry weather flows.

ii- Finding-F13 .

Under the Clean Water Act, discharges from the MS4 are required to meet the MEP standard.
To the extent the permit, when read with the Basin Plan, requires discharges to meet receiving
water limitations, it must be a state law requirement. This finding should be clarified
accordingly.

II. Order

Section A.3.b

Finding A.3 says the permit is consistent with the State Board's precedential Order 99-05.
However, the language in section A.3.b of the Order (which requires Permittees to continue the
iterative process unless directed otherwise by the Executive Officer) is not consistent with Order
99-05 (which says Permittees do not have to repeat the process unless directed otherwise by
the E.O.). Accordingly, section A.3.b should be revised consistent with State Board Order 99
05.

Sections A.5 & 8.5

The Ocean Plan prohibition of discharges to ASBS is controversial. Moreover, it is a state law,
not federal, requirement. Unless the Board can justify it in a MS4 permit,it should be deleted.

Section 1

The Clean Water Act does not require that an MS4 permit include numeric limits derived from
waste load allocations (WLAs) in adopted TMDLs. To the extent the Tentative Order will
implement such WLAs, compliance should be through the accepted iterative process for
complying with water quality standards.
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ATTACHMENT B

ORANGE COUNTY TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

SAN DIEGO REGION
TENTATIVE ORDER No. R9·2009·0002

NPDES NO. CAS0108740

INTRODUCTION

This Attachment B contains the principal technical comments of the County of Orange (the
"County") on Tentative Order No. R9-2009-0002 dated March 13,2009 ("Tentative Order") and
subsequent Tentative Updates, dated April 29, 2009. Although the supporting Fact
Sheet/Technical Report dated December 12, 2007 and the Supplemental Fact Sheet/Technical
Report dated April 29, 2009 (collectively the "Fact Sheet")1 are referenced occasionally in this
attachment, the County has not attempted to provide detailed comments on the Fact Sheet.

These comments are divided into three sections: (1) General Comments, (2) Findings, and (3)
Permit Provisions. The first section discusses the County's global concerns with the Tentative
Order, whereas the latter two sections address issues relating to specific parts of the Tentative
Order. At times, the issues and concerns raised will pertain to more than one section of the
Tentative Order.

The County has endeavored to provide a complete set of comments on the Tentative Order.
However, the County reserves the right to submit additional comments relating to Tentative
Order No. R9-2009-0002 and the supporting Fact Sheet/Technical Reportto the Regional Board
up to the close of the public comment period. .

GENERAL COMMENTS

TENTATIVE ORDER DISMISSES THE IMPORTANCE OF THE DRAINAGE AREA
MANAGEMENT PLAN AND IS OVERLY PRESCRIPTIVE

The Response to Comments issued by the Regional Board dated July 6,2007, contends that
the Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP) is an unnecessary document and "serves as a
collection of model program components from which the Permittees have chosen to base their
own program components." The County takes exception to this view of the DAMP. The DAMP
and Local Implementation Plans (LIPs) are fundamental and necessary elements of the MS4
program since they serve as the primary policy and guidance documents for the program and
describe the methods and procedures that will be implemented to reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable and achieve compliance with the MS4 permit
performance standards. Indeed, the CWA regulations speak directly to the necessity and
importance of the stormwater management plan in the permitting process. The management
program "shall include a comprehensive planning process.....to reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable .using management practices, control techniques

1 The Tentative Order is supported by two Fact SheetlTechnical Reports including the Fact
SheetlTechnical Report that was released pursuant to Tentative Order R9-2008-0001 on December 12,
2007 and the Supplemental Fact Sheet/Technical Report that was released pursuant to Tentative Order
R9-2009-0002 on April 15, 2009.
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and system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions which are
appropriate Proposed management program shall describe priorities for implementing
controls." 40 CFR 122.16(d)(2)(iv). The necessary detail and prioritization of management
efforts must remain at the local level and be described within the DAMP and not in the permit.
The significance of the DAMP should therefore be recognized rather than dismissed.

Itis noted that the current draft of the Tentative Order comprises 91 pages compared to the 54
pages of the 2008 Tentative Order. The expanding document connotes an increasingly top
down approach that potentially reduces the ability of the Permittees to adaptively manage their
programs to meet the MEP standard. This approach seems contrary to the discussion of MEP
in the Fact Sheet, which stresses the dynamic aspect of the MEP standard and concludes with
the statement that The Order provides a minimum framework to guide the Permittees in meeting
the MEP standard.2

The increasingly prescriptive and detailed permits provisions erode the flexibility and local
responsibility of Permittees for continued development and improvement of the MS4 program
based upon their extensive and collective experience in managing the program. This shift runs
counter to the purpose and intent of the federal stormwater management program as set forth in
the federal CWA regulations and USEPA guidance. Notwithstanding these statements, the
County supports the need to establish performance standards or metrics within the DAMP that
will be used to support our program and direct limited resources effectively.

TENTATIVE ORDER INAPPROPRIATELY USES THE TERM "VIOLATION" INSTEAD OF
"EXCEEDANCE"

The Tentative Order persists in the inappropriate reference to data that exceed Water Quality
Objectives (WQOs) as violations. In several instances the language in the Tentative Order has
been changed from the prior Order (R9-2002-0001) to replace the term "exceedance" with the
term "violation". For example, "exceedances of water quality objectives" has been replaced with
"violations of water quality objectives" (emphasis added). In some cases, the change is
inappropriate.

The Tentative Order should use the term "exceedance" where it refers to a comparison of data
with criteria such as water quality objectives that are relevant to evaluation of the data. The
Tentative Order should use the term "violation" when it is referring to a failure to comply with a
prohibition or other requirement of the Tentative Order. Careful use of these terms is important,
because an "exceedance" does not equate with a "violation." For example, while it may be
useful to compare water quality monitoring data to receiving water quality objectives and use
identified "exceedances" to target potential problems areas and pollutants, it is inappropriate to
make this same comparison and determine that there is a "violation". Indeed, the use of the
term "violation" to refer to any exceedance detected would, in effect, be using the water quality
objectives or other relevant reference criteria as de-facto numeric effluent limitations.

The County again requests modification of the Tentative Order language to use the word
"exceedance" instead of "violation" when referring to the comparison of water quality monitoring
data to reference criteria. The locations in the permit where these changes should be made.
are:

• Page 5, Finding C.9.

2 Fact SheetfTechnical Report for Tentative Order No. R9-2007-0002, Page 35

Page 2 of 42



County of Orange Technical Comments - Attachment B
Tentative Order No.R9-2009-0002
May 15, 2009

• Page 6, Finding D.1.b.
• Page 10, Finding D.3.d.
• Page 12, Finding E.1.
• Page 17, A.3.

The term "violation" in this section is inconsistent with SWRCB Order WQ 99-05 and
needs to be modified to "exceedance". The iterative language in the receiving water
limitations speaks to exceedances of water quality standards, not violations.

Urban runoff data cannot in itself indicate a violation of water quality standard. A water quality
standard consists of two elements: the beneficial Use that we're trying to protect and the water
quality objective established to protect that use. The exceedance of a water quality objective
does not necessarily result in a violation of a water quality standard. Runoff data can be
described as exceeding water quality objectives, but the assessment of whether or not water
quality standards are violated is based upon samples and data from the receiving water and
impacts or lack of impacts on beneficial uses.

The County further notes that similar MS4 permits draw distinctions between assessing urban
runoff monitoring results and describing the receiving water. These permits include the area..
wide permits issued by: the San Diego Regional Board to the MS4s draining the watersheds of
San Diego County (Order No. R9..2007-0001, NPDES No. CAS0108758, January 24, 2007);
and Riverside County (Order No. R9-2004-0001, NPDES No. CAS0108766, July 14, 2004); and
those issued by the Santa Ana Regional Board to the MS4s draining the watersheds of San
Bernardino County (Order No. R8-2002-0012, NPDES No. CAS618036, April 26, 2002);
Riverside (Order No. R8-2002-0011 NPDES NO. CAS 618033, October 25, 2002); and Orange
County (Order No. R8-2002-0010 NPDES No. CAS618030, January 18, 2002), and the May 1,
2009 Draft Tentative Order R8-2009-0030 NPDES No. CAS618030).

In these permits the monitoring data is described as, or actions are predicated upon,
exceedances of water quality standards while prohibitions regarding receiving water tend to use
the terminology 'shall not cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards'. Although
the latter is not universal and many permits use the language 'shall not cause or contribute to an
exceedance of water quality standards'.

FINDINGS

DISCHARGE CHARACTERISTICS

• Compliance with Water Quality Standards (FlhditigC.~2',page2)
Finding C.2 seems to be establishing the fact that MS4s are responSible for all sources
of pollutant and manner ofdischarges (see last sentence). The County would submit
that municipalities are limited in their ability to control all sources of pqllutants (e.g. air
pollutants being transported to the receiving waters from the MS4). We recommend that
the last sentence be deleted.

• Water Quality Monitoring Data (Finding C.9, Page 5)
Finding C.g. states, in part, that the water quality monitoring data collected to date
indicates that there are violations3 of Basin Plan objectives for a number of pollutants

3 For the reasons discussed above and to be consistent with the Fact Sheet (page 8), the term "violation"
Jshould be changed to "exceedances."
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and that the data indicates that runoff discharges are the leading cause of impairment.
While t.he receiving water quality may exceed Basin Plan objectives for constituents
identified by the municipalities as pollutants of concern, there is inadequate data to make
such a definitive statement that the runoff discharges are the leading cause of
impairment in Orange County. This statement does not take into account the other

...... ~._._ sourceswithinthe-watershed.or-the-uncertaintywitl"lin-many·of-thestudiestA8Hlave---·····
been conducted. Accordingly, the last sentence of that paragraph should be modified to
read,

"In sum, the above findings indicate that urban runoff discharges &Fe may be causing or
contributing to water quality impairments, and 8Fe-8 warrant leading cause of such
impairments in Orange County special attention.

URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

• New or Modified Requirements (Finding D.1.c, Page 7)
Finding D.1.c. states that the Tentative Order "contains new or modified requirements
that are necessary to improve the Permittees' efforts to reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the MEP and achieve water quality standards". The Finding further states
some of these new or modified requirements "address program deficiencies that have
been noted in audits, report reviews, and other Regional Board compliance assessment
activities." In fact, in many cases the new or modified requirements do not have
adequate findings of fact and technical justification.

In many instances the Fact Sheet not only provides little or no justification of the need for
the new requirement, it also does not identify the "program deficiency" that warrants the
modification. In many cases the Fact Sheet also does not consider the thorough
program analysis that the Permittees conducted as a part of their preparation of the
ROWD and the deficiencies and program modifications·that Permittees themselves
identified as necessary for the program. The Permit Provisions comments in the next
section of these comments identify many of the areas where new or modified provisions
of the Tentative Order lack factual or technical support in the Fact Sheet.

• Development Planning· Treatment Control BMPs (Finding D.2.b, Page 8)
Finding D.2.b. seems to be making the case that treatment control BMPs are ineffective
and should not be used. This Finding overstates or incorrectly states the constraints of
treatment control BMPs. It is fair to say that without a performance standard for
treatment control BMPs then treatment control BMPs suffer from the constraints noted.
However, treatment control BMPs can be effective in removing pollutants for a wide
range of storms and, when combined with source control BMPs, provide a
comprehensive pollutant reduction strategy. This finding should be significantly modified
to support the statement that "using a combination of onsite source control and site
design BMPs augmented with treatment control·BMPS ... is important."

NOTE: The previous comments on this issue made by thePermittees were not
addressed in the Regional Board's two Response to Comments documents, and are
therefore resubmitted.
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• Heavy Industrial Sites (Finding 0.2.e, Page 9)
Finding 0.2.e. states that the one-acre threshold for heavy industrial sites is appropriate
"since it is consistent with the requirements in the Phase II NPOES stormwater
regulations that apply to small municipalities". The Phase II stormwater regulations do
not apply to the Phase I communities. 40 CFR 122.32. The reference to Phase II
NPOES regulations and, as discussed below, the corresponding change in the permit
provisions should be deleted.

NOTE: The previous comments on this issue made by the Permittees were not
addressed in the Regional Board's two Response to Comments documents, and are
therefore resubmitted.

• Hydromodification (Finding 0.2.g, Page 9)
Finding 0.2.g. identifies that increased volume, frequency, and discharge duration of
storm runoff from developed areas has the potential to greatly accelerate downstream
erosion, impair stream habitat in natural drainages, and negatively impact beneficial
uses. However, it does not acknowledge that hardened or stabilized channels will likely
not be susceptible to hydromodification impacts.

It is recommended that the Finding be modified as follows:

The increased volume, velocity, frequency and discharge duration of storm water runoff
from developed areas has the potential to accelerate downstream erosion in natural
drainages and unimproved channels, impair stream habitat in natural drainages, and
negatively impact beneficial uses. Development and urbanization increase pollutant
loads in stormwater and volume of stormwater runoff. Impervious surfaces can neither
absorb water nor remove pollutants and thus lose the purification and infiltration
provided by naturally vegetated soil. Some channels that are either engineered and
maintained, or hardened may not be susceptible to the impacts ofhydromodification.

STATUTE AND REGULATORY CONSIDERATIONS

• Treatment and Waters of the U.S. (Finding E.?, Page 14)
Finding E.? states that,"[l!]rban runoff treatment and/or mitigation must occur prior to the
discharge of urban runoff into a receiving water." We believe that Finding E.? is based
on a misinterpretation of CWA regulations and misconstrues USEPA guidance on
stormwatertreatmentBtv1~s.''''hisconcern is discuss~d ind~tailinl·\ttachm~ntA (Pages
1-7). We wish to comment hereon theim'plications it has for watershed restoration
activities.

Prohibiting treatment and mitigation in receiving waters severely limits th.e potential
locations for installation of treatment control BMPs and will adversely affect many
watershed restoration projects. For example, this Finding may have unintended adverse
effects for the Aliso Creek Water Quality SUPER Project.

The Aliso Creek Water Quality SUPER Project proposes a multi-objective approach to
Aliso Creek watershed development and enhancement, accommodating channel
stabilization, flood hazard reduction, economic uses, aesthetic and recreational
opportunities, water quality improvements, and habitat concerns. The project is aimed at
water supply efficiency and system reliability through reclamation, along with benefits for
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flood control and overall watershed management and protection. The ecosystem
restoration and stabilization component of the project will include:

• Construction of a series of low grade control structures and reestablishment of
aquatic habitat connectivity;

• Shaving of slide slopes to reduce vertical banks; and
• Invasives!yecies removal and ripatiahrevegetatioh~ancrrestbralior'-onI6odplaTn .

moisture.

The Permittees are concerned that some of these activities may be deemed "urban
runoff treatment and/or mitigation" in a receiving water and, thus, may not be allowed,
compromising the project objectives. In addition, this Finding seems to conflict with
Existing Development Component Section 3.a.(4) Page 51 of the Tentative Order, which
requires the Permittees to evaluate their flood control devices and identify the feasibility
of retrofitting the devices to provide for more water quality benefits.

Given the lack of any proper legal or factual basis for these limitations as well as the
adverse impacts on watershed restoration efforts, the Finding should be deleted from the
Tentative Order.

• FETDs (Finding E.g, Page 14)
This finding identifies that the Order does not regulate the discharge of Facilities that
Extract, Treat and Discharge (FETDs) to waters of the U.S. It also indicates the intention
of the Regional Board to require individual NPDES Permits for each of these types of
facilities. Such an approach to the regulation of these facilities is deemed highly
problematic to the Permittees for the same reasons that were presented in early 2008,
principally that separate permits would likely preclude the use of facilities currently
necessary for protecting public health at Orange County's beaches. The Permittees
were working on potential FETD language with previous Permit staff during the first draft
Permit adoption process prior to postponement by the Board. That language is
significantly similar to the draft language found in the Region 8 draft. It is provided below
and commended to you for incorporation into the Order.

"Dischargesfrom facilities that extract, treat and discharge water diverted from waters of
the U.S: These discharges shall meet the following conditions: (1) The discharges to
waters of the US must not contain pollutants added by the treatment pmcess or
pollutants in greater concentration or load than the influent; (2) the discharge must not
cause or contribute to a condition of erosion; (3) The extraction and treatment must be in
compliance with Section 404 ofthe Clean Water Act; and (4) Conduct Monitoring in
accordance with Monitoring and Reporting Program attached to this Order."

NOTE: Please note we suggest one minor modification to this language in the Region 8
draft, which is underlined.

• TMDLs (Finding E.12, Page 15)
This new finding identifies that MS4 WLAs from adopted TMDLs are incorporated into
the Tentative Order, and additionally early TMDL requirements may be included in the
Tentative Order.

The County has significant concerns about the use of either Clean Up and Abatement
Orders (CAOs) (as indicated in the Tentative Order) or Cease and Desist Orders (COOs). .
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(as indicated in the supplemental Tentative Fact Sheet) as the means by which to
incorporate forthcoming TMDL WLAs into the MS4 permit. CAOs and CDOs are types
of enforcement actions used to compel compliance, typically of an uncooperative
discharger. These tools were neither envisioned by the State Water Board in its TMDL
and impaired water policy documents or by USEPA in its recent draft handbook TMDLs
to Stormwater Permits4

,

Further, this finding indicates that it is the intention of the Regional Board to incorporate
MS4 WLAs as end-of-the-pipe numeric Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations for
adopted TMDLs. US EPA's 2002 guidance memorandum5 on establishing stormwater
permit requirements to implement WLAs stated that EPA expected that most WQBELs
for NPDES-regulated municipal ... will be in the form of BMPs and that numeric limits will
be used only.in rare instances [emphasis added]. This reference was specifically cited
in the Beaches and Creeks TMDL Technical Report and reflects the intent of the
Regional Board staff and the understanding of the Stakeholder Advisory Group as to
how the TMDL would be incorporated into the NPDES permit. This approach to
incorporating WLAs into stormwater permitsis maintained in the draft handbook TMDLs
to Stormwater Permit, in which Chapter 6 identifies method of coordinating TMDLs and
stormwater permits. Six options are put forward as methods for permit writers to
incorporate TMDLs in a stormwater permit, the last of which is to consider numeric
effluent limitations. Furthermore the County would also note that as required by 40
C.F.R. § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B), the Permit must be "consistent with the assumptions and
requirements of available WLAs". The Regional Board should seriously consider and
not foreclose the palette of options available to implement water quality controls for
imR8ired waters in stormwater permits.

The Regional Board should follow the guidance in the 2002 Memorandum and the Draft
Handbook and the intent ofthe Regional Board TMDL staff and express the WLAs in the
Tentative Order as being implemented through the BMPs. This is especially true in
California where an implementation plan is required for TMDLs and whi.ch inturn may be
incorporated into the Permit consistent with EPA guidance.

• Receiving Water Limitations: (Finding E. 13, Page 16)
The intention of this new Finding is not clear and appears to be redundant with the
receiving water limitations language in Section A, Prohibitions and Receiving Water
Limitations. Finding E.13 states that the Permittees discharge from the MS4 is required
to meet receiving water limitations [emphasis added].. This requirement is already stated
more effectively"and within the context of the Receiving Water Limitations language - the
Permittees evaluate the discharges and the receiving waters to determine if the
discharges cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality standards and follow

4 USEPA. 2008. TMDLs to Stormwater Permits Handbook (Draft). U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Assessment and Watershed Protection Division, Water Permits Division, Water Division,
Washington, DC.

5 Wayland, R.H., and J.A. Hanlon. 2002. Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Wasteload
Allocations (WLAs) for Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those WLAs.
Memorandum from Robert H. Wayland, III, Director, Office of Wetlands, Oceans and Watersheds, and
James A. Hanlon, Director, Office of Wastewater Management, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Washington, DC.
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the outlined process in cases where the discharge is determined to be causing or
contributing to a WQS exceedance in the receiving water.

It is recommended that this Finding be deleted.

~--PERMI'T-PR0VISIONS

PROHIBITIONS AND RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

• Prohibitions and Receiving Water Limitations (Section A, Page 17)
In section A.3.b., the Regional Board has modified the standard state-wide receiving
water limitations language to require the Permittees to repeat the assessment process
for exceedances of the same water quality standard. This modification is inconsistent
with State Water Board WQ Order 99-05. In the previous permit, and in permits
throughout the state, including the permit recently issued by the Regional Board to MS4
dischargers to the watersheds draining San Diego County, this provision of the RWL
language is set up such that the process is only repeated once unless otherwise
directed. The original language recognizes the length of time it can take for new BMP
programs to be developed, deployed, and fully implemented before a change in water
quality may be observed and avoids pointless reassessments of the same pollutant.
Even in cases where there has been a significant reduction of the source' of a pollutant, it
typically takes several years for monitoring programs to see the change in the receiving
water. In cases where the pollutant is persistent in the environment, it can take decades
to detect changes in water quality or indicator monitoring.

It is recommended that the Regional Board reinstate the original language from WQ
Order 99-05 (see below) regarding iterations of the assessment process for
exceedances of the same water quality standard.

So long as the Copermittee has complied with the procedures set forth above and is
implementing the revised Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program, the
Copermittee does not have to repeat the same procedure or continuing or recurring
exceedances of the same receiving water limitations unless directed by the Regional
Board to do so. '

NON-STORMWATER DISCHARGES

• Conditionally Exempt Non-Stormwater Discharges (Section B, Page, 18-19)
The Regional Board has modified the list of conditionally exempt non-stormwater
discharges so that it no longer includes landscape irrigation, irrigation water, and lawn
watering. The Findings explain that these discharges have been identified by the
Permittees as a source of pollutants (Finding C.14, Page 6). We would contend that a
prohibition on these discharges is potentially problematic from the perspective of
fostering and sustaining public support for the Program and that the approach should be
focused more on public education and water conservation.

The Orange County DAMP contains a variety of BMPs and efforts to reduce pollutants in
discharges associated landscape irrigation. These practices include public outreach on
the use of landscape chemicals (fertilizers and pesticides) and overwatering,
implementation of integrated pest management (I PM) practices within municipal
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programs, and water conservation measures that mandate the use of efficient irrigation
systems, as well as other programs that general control pollutant sources which reduce
the pollutants that might be conveyed into the MS4s by excess irrigation flows. The use
of BMPs to reduce pollutants associated with runoff is a preferable and more practical
approach.

Additionally, as noted in the Supplemental Fact Sheet, Permittees have sought grant
funding to assist with the implementation of programs to reduce irrigation-related urban
runoff. Grant programs frequently prohibit the award ofgrants to meet requirements of
NPDES permits requirements. The inclusion of the prohibition could limit the types of
grants the Permittees might otherwise be eligible for to help address this discharge.

Finally, a prohibition of irrigation-related runoff may be in conflict with other permits that
allow such discharges including the industrial general permit and the construction
general permit. In particular, the construction permit authorizes such discharges if they
are necessary for the completion of construction (and are identified in the SWPPP with
appropriate BMPsr The final phase of construction includes the installation and
establishment of landscaping (also known as vegetative stabilization). The
establishment of new plantings to ensure long-term survival typically requires higher
than normal levels of irrigation to ensure good root growth and vegetative cover prior to
the onset of the rainy season to reduce erosion and sediment transport from the project
site. The complete prohibition ofirrigation related runoff may impede the ability of the
Permittees to establish erosion resistant vegetative covering.

NON·STORMWATER DRY WEATHER NUMERIC EFFLUENT LIMITS

The Tentative Order makes the case (see Finding C.14) that non-stormwater discharges are not
subject to the maximum extent practicable standard and therefore subject to water quality based
effluent limits (see Table 3). The County disagrees with this assessment for a number of
technical and legal reasons which are discussed in the following paragraphs and in Attachment
A respectively.

The Regional Board in Finding C.14 incorrectly interpreted CWA section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii).
In Finding C.14the Board staff concludes that non-stormwater discharges are to be effectively
prohibited unless specifically exempted. Furthermore the finding goes on to include a
contradictory statement that "exempted discharges as a source of pollutants are required to be
addressed through prohibition". On the one hand non-stormwater discharges are prohibited
unless exempted bUlexempteddischarges with pollutants are prohibited. Thequestion that
begs to be asked iswhy exempt a non-stormwater discha'rge that is a source of pollutants from
the prohibition is the first place.

CWA section 402(p) (3) (B) (Ii) reads as follows:

(B) Municipal Discharge - Permits for discharges from municipal storm sewers-
(ii) shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into the
storm sewer;

The provision does not provide any reference to exemptions. Rather the section may be read
that a permit shall "effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges" but may exempt certain
discharges that are not significant sources of pollutants from the prohibition. The section does
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not require a full prohibition but rather an effective prohibition. The operative word is "effective".
The more precise and correct finding should note that non-stormwater discharges are effectively
prohibited (per 402 (p) (3) (B) (ii)). However discharges that are not significant sources of
pollutants are exempted from the prohibition.

-'The-Ccyonty would submitthat the technology based standard for no-n-:stormWater discnargeHns
"effectively prohibit" just as "maximum extent practicable" is the technology based standard for
stormwater discharges. Furthermore, the County would submit that this technology based limit
is in fact protective of water quality and compliance with water quality standards. The County
has an extensive dry weather monitoring program to identify problematic discharges, including
illegal discharges, which support the protection of water quality standards. It is unclear to the
County how the Board has determined that these efforts are in fact inadequate to necessitate
the development of water quality based effluent limits. Furthermore the TMDL program as
noted in Finding E.11 and E.12 provide the appropriate regulatory vehicle toaddress
stormwater and non-stormwater discharges that are causing and contributing to an exceedance
of a water quality standard.

Should the Regional Board choose a numeric metric to define the technology based narrative
limit of "effectively prohibit" then the development of technology based numeric effluent limits
must be consistent with Federal and State regulations and policy. The County would submit
that the proposed NELs in Table 3 are not. USEPA has provided significant guidance6for the
development of technology based effluent limits (TBELs) for industrial dischargers in order to
comply with best practicable control technology currently available (BPT) and best available
technology economically achievable (BAT) standards. Consistent with this guidance TBELs are
based on demonstrated performance of a reasonable level of treatment that is within the
economic means of the discharger. (Page 49-50, NPDES Permit Writers' Manual). This
guidance provides insight into how one may develop TBELs for municipal dischargers. For
industrial dischargers, the development of TBELs should consider the following parameters:

• Data collection - Sufficient technical and economic data must be available and should
be obtained from various sources with respect to trends, environmental impacts, BMPs,
and economics.

• Discharger and site profile - Discharger specific information should be obtained through
surveys, site visits, etc. to develop a profile. The profile should include:

o General description/definition and NAICS and/or SIC codes
o Industry practices and trends
o Manufacturing processes used
o General facility information (age of equipment and facilities involved)
o Discharge characteristics
o Based on the data gaps identified as a part of the existing data collection efforts,

additional field sampling and statistical analyses may be necessary
o Local climatological data.

• Technology Assessment - The technology assessment should determine the depth and
breadth of effectiveness data for various industry related source and treatment BMPs
and identify the quantity and quality of data available to describe the performance of all
currently used and innovative practices, the ability of each to effectively control impacts

6USEPA NPDES Permit Writers' Manual
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due to runoff and the design criteria or standards currently used to size each practice to
ensure effective control of runoff.

For each source and treatment BMP, the assessment should include:
o General Description of the BMP
o Applicability
o Design and installation criteria
o Design,and/or site considerations and/or variations
o Effectiveness
o Limitations
o Maintenance
o Cost

• Regulatory Options - Once the Data Collection, Industry Profile and Technology
Assessment has been completed,. the State should identify the regulatory options that
are available. This effort should identify industry impacts, which pollutants to address as
well as other non-water quality related impacts (such as energy requirements).

• . Economic analysis? - Once the regulatory options are identified (see above), the State
should evaluate the costs and environmental benefits and determine the appropriate
option based on factors such as:

o Total Costs
o Monetized and non-monetized environmental benefits
o Ease of implementation
o Industry financial impacts
o Industry acceptance

As demonstrated above, the development of TBELs for industrial dischargers must be
comprehensive and consider many factors. A similar approach for municipal dischargers is
appropriate. The County was unable to confirm whether the State completed such an analysis
as it appears the State defaulted to Basin Plan water quality objectives to establish a technology
based standard. In essence the Tentative Order has stipulated water quality based limits as
equivalent to the technology based limits.

Notwithstanding the argument that water quality based effluent limits are inappropriate and not
justified, the Board, if it determines that technology based limits are insufficient to meet water
quality standards, is obligated to stipulate additional requirements consistent \oVit~ 40 CFR
122.44. In this context the Regional Board must determine whetherthe discharge has a
"reasonable potential" to cause of contribute to an excursion of the applicable water quality
standard. (40 CFR 122.44 (d)(1 )(i-iii). If determined to cause or contribute then effluent limits
(either narrative or numeric) must be developed for the discharge. The County was unable to
determine whether such an analysis was completed and the subsequent basis for Table 3 of the
Revised Tentative Order. Furthermore, if numeric effluent limits are developed then they must
be consistent with 40 CFR 122.45. Again we were unable to verify this consistency as Table 3
is not consistent with 40 CFR 122.45 (c). In fact there is conflicting information in Table 3 and
Finding E. 11. In Table 3 the Board has established numeric effluent limits for a list of some 28
constituent/hydrologic area combinations. This table Would imply that the Board has determined

7 Similar guidance is identified in USEPA's Economic Analysis of Proposed Effluent Guidelines and
Standards for the Construction and Development Category (May 2002)
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reasonable potential for each of these constituents. However, in Finding E.11 the Board
acknowledges that only four pollutants have been shown to have reasonable potential.

Of primary importance to the County is that the Regional Water Board adopt a permit that is
reasonable, feasible and protects water quality. At this time, the Permittees are exposed to
significant-risktocomplywiththenumeric-effluent-limits-fordrycweather-distharg'es.-\;I\te~h~ve--

completed a comparison of existing dry weather discharges with the selected NELs noted in
Table 3. The results of that comparison are shown below:

As a result, the County/Permittees will face enforcement action for not complying with all the
NELs. Where there is exceedance, the Permittees will be faced with liability under several
different enforcement regimes. First, the NELs, as proposed in the Revised Tentative Order,
would clearly constitute numeric effluent limitations. Violation of effluent limitations in an
NPDES permit subjects the Permittees to mandatory minimum penalties (MMPs). (See Water
Code §§ 13385 and 13385.1). In addition, non-compliance with the NELs may subject the
Permittees to additional enforcement actions imposed by the Regional Water Board and through
third party actions under the citizen suit provisions of the CWA. Although the Tentative Order
(see 4/29/09 Tentative Updates) attempts to clarify that compliance with Non-Stormwater Dry
Weather NumericEffluent Limits Section C is met by one of three follow-up actions, the
structure of the Tentative Order negates such a compliance option and stipulates a hard and
fast numeric effluent limit and the resulting exposure to MMPs.

As a final point the County would submit that the use of numeric limits for non-stormwater
discharges is premature at best. TheTMDL program provides the safety net for ensuring that
our water bodies are protected in the most reasonable and effective manner. The direct
translation of water quality objectives into numeric effluent limits bypasses the TM DL process. It
is likely that some of our non-stormwater discharges will' exceed the NEL but have no effect on
the receiving water quality or beneficial uses. B'ut under the proposed Order the Permittees
would be obligated to expend considerable resources without a reciprocal water quality benefit.
This is poor public policy and use .of public funds.

In summary, the establishment of NELs for non-stormwater discharges is fundamentally flawed
from a technical and legal perspective. If the NELs are proposed are technology based effluent
limits then they must be developed pursuant to USEPA guidance (USEPA NPDES Permit
Writers' Manual). If, on the other hand, they are proposed as water quality based numeric limits
then their derivation must also follow Federal and state regulations ( 40 CFR 122.44). The
County was unable to determinewhether either of these efforts took place. Furthermore, the
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technical feasibility of complying with these numeric limits is questionable especially since our
drinking water supply would not be able to comply with the limits.

MUNICIPAL ACTION LEVELS (Section D, Page 21-22)

The County has considerable concerns regarding the development and application of MALs.
Overall, we contend that the MALs are not technically sound, and more importantly, are not
legal in the manner proposed in the Draft Tentative Order. Our legal discussion is provided in
Attachment A, County of Orange Legal Comments.

The Tentative Order (with updates) attempts to walk a fine line of using MALs to identify the
adequacy/inadequacy of the program (see Finding D.h.1, page 8) without calling them numeric
effluent limits. However, we would submit that the current configuration of MALs in the
Tentative Order may be considered effluent limitations under state law (See Water Code
§13385.1 where effluent limitation means "a numerically expressed narrative restriction.") and
exceedances of the MALs after Year 3 may subject the Permittees to mandatory minimum
penalties. Our comments here highlight and summarize the relevant points to MALs. '

A) Establishment of TBELs must reflect EPA Guidance

The Tentative Order (see 4/29/09 Tentative Updates at page 4) contains a combination
of purported technology based MALs and water quality based MALs. To the extent that
municipal action levels are used to define the technology based standard of maximum
extent practicable (MEP) they should be consistent with EPA guidance8

, and federal law
and regulations. As noted previously in the discussion regarding non-stormwater,
USEPA has provided significant guidance for the development oftechnology based
effluent limits (TBELs) for industrial dischargers in order to comply with best practicable
control technology currently available (BPT) and best available technology economically
achievable (BAT) standards. Consistent with this guidance, TBELs are based on
demonstrated performance of a reasonable level oftreatment that is within the economic
means of the discharger (Page 49-50, NPDES Permit Writers' Manual). This guidance
provides insight into how one may develop TBELs for municipal dischargers. For
industrial dischargers, the development of TBELs should consider the following
parameters:

• Data collection - Sufficient technical and economic data must be available
and shouldbeobtained from vario~s sources with respect to trends,
environmental impacts, BMPs, and economics. .

• Discharger and site profile - Discharger specific information should be
obtained through surveys, site visits, etc. to develop aprofile. The profile
shQuld include:

o General description/definition and NAICS and/or SIC codes
o Industry practices and trends
o Manufacturing processes used
o General facility information (age of equipment and facilities involved)
o Discharge characteristics

8 USEPA NPDES Permit Writers' Manual
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o Based on the data gaps identified as a part of the existing data
collection efforts, additional field sampling and statistical analyses may
be necessary

o Local climatological data.

----~--_.~----.-~TechnologyAssessment~~The--technologyrassessmenrsh"6otd~deterrhin-e--the
depth and breadth of effectiveness data for various industry related source
and treatment BMPs and identify the quantity and quality of data available to
describe the performance of all currently used and innovative practices, the
ability of each to effectively control impacts due to runoff and the design
criteria or standards currently used to size each practice to ensure effective
control of runoff.

For each source and treatment BMP, the assessment should include:
o General Description of the BMP
o Applicability
o Design and installation criteria
o Design and/or site considerations and/or variations
o Effectiveness
o Limitations
o Maintenance
o Cost

• Regulatory Options - Once the Data Collection, Industry Profile and
Technology Assessment has been completed, the State should identify the
regulatory options thatare available. This effort should identify industry
impacts, which pollutants to address as well as. other non-water quality
related impacts (such as energy requirements).

• Economic analysis9
- Once the regulatory options are identified (see above),

the State should evaluate the costs and environmental benefits and
determine the appropriate option based on factors such as:

o Total Costs
o Monetized and non-monetized environmental benefits
o Ease of implementation
o Industry financial impacts
o Industry acceptance

As demonstrated above, the development of TBELs for industrial dischargers must be·
comprehensive and consider many factors. A similar approach for municipal
stormwater dischargers is appropriate. The County was unable to confirm whether the
State completed such an analysis as it appears the State defaulted to a regional dataset
to arbitrarily establish a technology based standard,

Furthermore, to the extent that the Tentative Order establishes water quality based
numeric effluent limits (WQBELs), the WQBELs must be established consistent with
Federal and State regulations and policy. The Board, if it determines that technology

9 Similar guidance is identified in USEPA's Economic Analysis of Proposed Effluent Guidelines and
Standards for the Construction and Development Category (May 2002)
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based limits are insufficient to meet water quality standards, is obligated to stipulate
additional requirements consistent with 40 CFR 122.44. In this context the Regional
Board must determine whether the discharge has a "reasonable potential" to cause of
contribute to an excursion of the applicable water quality standard. (40 CFR 122.44
(d)(1 )(i-iii)). If determined to cause or contribute, then effluent limits (either narrative or
numeric) must be developed for the discharge. The County was unable to determine
whether such an analysis was completed and the subsequent basis for Table 4 of the
Revised Tentative Order. Furthermore, if numeric effluent limits are developed then
they must be consistent with 40 CFR 122045. The Board basically stipulated that end of
pipe discharges must comply with water quality objectives for pH, TDS and mercury
regardless of whether the MS4 discharges were causing or contributing to a water
quality standard exceedance.

B) TheMALs Contained in the Tentative Order Are Not Supported by SWRCB Blue
Ribbon Panel Findings and Recommendations

The County submits that the specific MALs contained in the Tentative Order are not
technically supportable or valid. The technical validity of establishing numeric limits for
outfalls was posed to a State Water Resources Board Control Board (State Water
Board) convened group of experts referred to as the Blue Ribbon Panel (BRP). The
results and conclusions of the BRP are highlighted in a June 2006 Blue Ribbon Panel
Report10

• The BRP Report unequivocally states the position that numeric limits for
municipal stormwater discharges are not possible at this time. However, the Panel did
agree that "action levels" may be used to identify "bad actor" catchments. Specifically,
the BRP Report states:

It is not feasible at this time to set enforceable numeric effluent criteria for municipal
BMPs and in particular urban discharges ...

For catchments not treated by a structural or treatment BMP, setting a numeric effluent
limit is basically not possible. However, the approach of setting an 'upset' value, which
is clearly above the normal observed variability, may be an interim approach which
would allow "bad actor" catchments to receive additional attention. For the purposes of
this document, we are calling this "upset" value an Action Level because the water
quality discharge from such locations are enough of a concern that most all could agree
that some action should be taken ... (BRP Report at p. 8, emphasis added.)

The Tentative Order attempts to disguise these nUmeric efflUent limits by defining them
as Action Levels. However, the intent and application of these numeric limits are
consistent with numeric effluent limits (See Water Code §13385.1 where effluent
I.imitation means "a numerically expressed narrative restriction.") and not action levels.

Action levels come into play when the stormwater is clearly above the normal observed
variability. To develop an appropriate action level, the State's Blue Ribbon Panel
suggested various options, which included: (1) consensus based approach; (2) ranked
percentile distribution; and, (3) statistically based population parameters.

10 The Feasibility of Numeric Effluent Limits Applicable to Discharges of Storm Water Associated with
Municipal, Inqustrial, and Construction Activities (June 19, 2006).
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The Tentative Order claims to use a statistical approach that used the central tendency
of the dataset and accounting for data variability (Tentative Order, at p. 8). In its actual
calculation, it appears that the Tentative Order took the median value of a regiona'i data
set and multiplied it by the coefficient of variation. There is no basis for this approach in
establishing action levels. This calculation actually reflects the variability of the data

_._--~ tmeasured ·as-the·standard-deviation}and-doeS'notcaccotlnHor-centraltendency·ofihe-····
dataset. 11 The Tentative Order's approach is not consistent with the State's Blue Ribbon
Panel suggestion for a statistically relevant calculation.

In addition, the Tentative Order's use of USEPA Rainfall zone 6 database (4/29/09 Fact
Sheet Changes at p. 11) is not appropriate to generate the MALs if a sufficient local data
base is available. The State's Blue Ribbon Panel noted that there is greater opportunity
to use various data sets for establishing the MALs. Three options proposed in the
Report, in order or preference, are:

• Local urban stormwater monitoring data (the Panel even notes the existence of
. such data sets from Los Angeles County, Orange County and other California

MS4 programs)
• Combine municipal permit monitoring datasets if there is a lack of data for

specific constituents in anyone location
• National database

In this case, the Tentative Order selects the second preferred option to generate the
MALs even though there are local stormwater data sets available. In fact, in California
and specifically in Orange County, the MS4s have comprehensive data sets. While the
Climate zone 6 database is much preferred over the use of the national dataset, the
County would submit that our monitoring dataset is sufficiently robust to generate MALs,

Furthermore, the derivation and use of action levels as envisioned by the State's Blue
Ribbon Panel reflects an approach to identify the "bad actors." (Report at page 8) The
useof MALs in theTen·tative Order establishes a numeric end point for assessing MEP.
The Tentative Order does introduce the iterative process to address exceedances of
MALs and subject to the action or lack of action by the MS4s to address these
exceedances, the discharger may be viewed to be out of compliance with the MEP
standard. Such a permit strategy is unique but it does not diminish the fact that a
numeric value is being used to define MEP. Notwithstanding this statement, the
Tentative Order notes the absence of MAL exceedances does not give rise to a
presumption that the discharger in compliance with the MEP criteria. Thus it's fair to say
regardless of the outcome of the MAL comparison the Board will ultimately decide
whether the dischargers are complying with MEP. This somewhat convoluted logic
poses difficulties for all parties and makes the interpretation of the Tentative Order even
more difficult. With that in mind, the County submits that consistent with the Blue Ribbon
Panel recommendations, MALs should be used as assessment tools to identify "bad
actors" and not as compliance metrics.

11 See CASQA March 7,2007 letter regarding the Ventura Draft permit at page 4.
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C) MALs Are More Restrictive than the Basin Plan and Establish New Water Quality
Objectives for a Water Body .

Instead of identifying "bad actors," the MALs as calculated in the Tentative Order may
actually establish new water quality objectives for a waterbody or, at the very least, may
establish action levels that are more restrictive than applicable water quality objectives
for the waterbodies in question. For example, the Tentative Order proposes a MAL for
total nickel of 26.34 ug/L that must be compiled with 80% of the time based ona running
average. A comparison of the nickel MAL with the Basin Plan water quality objective is
shown below in Table 3.

Table 3 . Comparison of MALs v. Basin Plan Water Quality Objective for Nickel1

Nickel
1. Measured as total
2. Table 4, as modified in 4/29/09 Tentative Updates.
3. From California Toxic Rule and assuming acute criterion and 100 mg/L as CaC03

hardness and default conversion factors.

A review of the table demonstrates that the MAL is considerably more restrictive than the
water quality objectives (in the case of nickel, the MAL is nearly 18 times more restrictive
than the water quality objective). Thus it is very possible that the. County would be held
responsible for significantly reducing its lead and nickel concentrations even though the
water body receiving the discharge is in compliance with the water quality standard. To
demonstrate this point water, quality data were compiled for mass emission stations
located on various creeks in Orange County. This compilation is shown in Table 4. A
review of the table shows that the creeks are out of compliance with the MAL even
though they are in general in compliance with the Basin Plan objective for these same
waters.

Table 4. Comparison of Orange County Waterbodies with Nickel MAL and Water
Quality Objectives

Aliso Creek
Prima Deshecha
Se unda Deshecha

58.5
100.0
93.4

o
2.1
o

Although Orange County does not have land use-specific outfall monitoring data to
directly compare with the MALs, the County of Ventura has an extensive outfall
monitoring program which has characterized runoff from residential and industrial land
uses. The summary statistics of this monitoring effort are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5. Characteristics of Ventura County Land Use -Specific Outfalls for Nickel

. -" - ' -._,.- - '_- - _..' -' •.< '- -·_lridtJstricll~,()utfa]1 '.
Number of samples 26
Mean, uq/L 28.9

-- ------- ----------- ~CRanqe-----c .~- --.- -~--- -- - ----- ---- ------c'~cc<5'-.;;'-120~cc

% of time above MAL 42

Jiesidential'0l:itfa'll- '- -.--
26

17.6
C<1":-53

22

Assuming runoff in Orange County is similar to runoff in Ventura County we would
submit that the application of MALs to Orange County will create a situation where our
receiving waters will be in compliance with the Basin Plan but that discharges from our
outfalls will not be in compliance with the MALs. Furthermore, because the water body
(see Table 4) is significantly in compliance with the applicable water quality objective,
discharges from residential storm drain outfalls are clearly not causing or contributing to
an exceedance of a water quality standard. Thus, the MS4 discharges and the
waterbody do not exceed or impact the Basin Plan water quality standards, but due to .
the application of the MAL, the Permittees without corrective action to lower the
discharge level would be out of compliance with the Tentative Order and would
potentially be subject to mandatory minimum penalties for failing to comply with an
effluent limits. Unnecessary and significant costs will therefore accrue to the Permittees
from the obligation to address discharges that present regulatory rather than

- environmental concerns.

D. Compliance with MALs will prove to be problematic

The Tentative Order (as modified in the 4/29/09 Tentative Updates) provides clarification
regarding the follow-up action required should the outfalls exceed the MALs. The
Tentative Order requires each Permittee to affirmatively augment and implement all
necessary stormwater controls and measures to reduce the discharge of the associated
class of pollutants(s) in the affected watershed to the MEP. The definition of MEP (at
Attachment C, page C-7) provides a broad definition that primarily focusing on source
control BMPs and treatment control BMPs only if source control BMPs prove
ineffective12

• Given the current lack of knowledge regarding the effectiveness of source
control BMPs and the liability of non compliance with numeric effluent limits (and
resulting mandatory minimum fines) the Permittees would be well served to implement
treatment control BMPs.

As a result, the Tentative Order is structured to effectively require Permittees to retrofit
all outfalls with treatment control BMPs. However, the language in the Tentative Order
creates an illusion that the Permittees can comply with the MALs through a traditional
stormwater management program. If it is the Regional Water Board's intent to structure
compliance through the implementation of treatment control BMPs (see Provision 3.d
Retrofitting Existing Development at pg. 65), then the Tentative Order must clearly state
that all outfalls are to be retrofitted with treatment control BMPs. Obviously, the costs
and ramifications on Permittees for such a requirement are huge and in some cases
may not be possible without displacing existing development. -

12 "MEP generally emphasizes pollution prevention and source control BMPs primarily (as the first line of
defense' in combination with treatment methods serving as a backup (additional line of defense)." Page
C-7 .
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Furthermore, it is unclear to the County that even after retrofitting all of our outfalls that
we would comply with the MAL numeric effluent limits. As a case in point, the County
reviewed options for lowering the nickel concentrations to the MAL level and were
unable to verify that the BMPs purported to be practicable in the national ASCE
database could in fact reduce nickel to levels required for compliance. Basically, the
ASCE BMP database has no supporting documentation demonstrating the effectiveness
of treatment control BMPs to reduce nickel. Similarly, the database did not contain
performance data for mercury removal; thus, it's unclear what options are available to
the MS4 should the discharge exceed the MAL for mercury.

E. County's Alternative Approach for Use of MALs

The Tentative Order's use of MALs to define MEP is ill conceived as it is inconsistent
with state and federal policies, is technically flawed, results in requirements more
stringent then federal law, and creates limits that are more restrictive then adopted water
quality objectives contained in the Basin Plan.

While the County disagrees with the use of MALs to define MEP as a numeric value to
determine compliance, we understand the Regional Water Board is looking for a new
mechanism to ensure Orange County's stormwater program is effective and protective of
water quality. Thus, instead of using MALs as proposed in the Tentative Order, we
propose an alternative method consistent with the approach proposed by the State
Water Resources Control Board's "Blue Ribbon Panel. of Experts," as expressed in the
June 2006 Blue Ribbon Panel Report ("BRP Report"). This approach would meet the
Regional Water Board's desire to include performance measures in a municipal
stormwater program for Orange County.

To achieve these goals, we support an approach that "would set "an 'upset' value, which
is clearly above the normal observed variability, which would allow bad actor catchments
to receive additional attention" through creation of an upset value (see BRP Report at p.
8.). The BRP Report termed upset va'lue as "...an Action Level because the water
quality discharge from such locations are enough of a concern that most all could agree
that some action should be taken ... " (Id.) The strikeout/underline language in
Attachment B presents the Permittee's proposal for how MALs should be developed and
used to achieve the purpose set forth in the BRP Report. The Permittees' proposal is to
use locally relevant data to create MALs as a tool which, together with additional
investigation and attention, will ensure that Water quality is improved inthe subject sub
watershed. Such a proposal would also include the deletion of any references of MALs
to support the determination of MEP.

To develop MALs for this purpose, the Permittees propose to use the 90th percentile of
local, countywide data to develop MALs. Any sub-watershed that exceeds the 90th

percentile would be above the normal observed variability and in need of additional
attention. In addition, we propose to develop MALs only for those pollutants where there
is water quality impairment (based on the section 303(d) list), or have been identified as
pollutants of concern and that are present in significant quantities in MS4 discharges.
The Permittees' approach would avoid using public resources unwisely and inefficiently
and focus on pollutants that are causing water quality concerns.
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